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these ‘‘reverse payments’ is based on a
bill that was passed with bipartisan
support by the Judiciary Committee
last month, and I thank Senator
GRASSLEY for working together with
me on it.

Let me be clear about what these
deals are: brandname drug companies
pay generic drug companies—their
competition to not sell their products.
The brandname drug companies win be-
cause they get rid of the competition.
Generic drug companies win because
they get paid without having to manu-
facture a product. And consumers lose
because they have been robbed of a
competitive marketplace.

How much do American consumers
lose in these backroom deals? Thirty-
five billion dollars over 10 years, ac-
cording to the Federal Trade Commis-
sion. And the Congressional Budget Of-
fice estimates these anticompetitive
deals cost the Federal Government
nearly $2 billion on top of that, because
we end up paying more for branded
drugs through Medicare and Medicaid.
We cannot afford to leave this money
on the table, and our bill—which we
hope will be included in the final
health reform legislation—will make
sure we do not.

We are pleased that the current bill
includes a provision that Senator
GRASSLEY and I hope will slow the ris-
ing cost of drugs and medical devices.
Our policy aims to make transparent
the influence that industry gifts and
payments to doctors may have on med-
ical care. As we look to reform the
health system, it is imperative that
every dollar is spent wisely.

In closing, I urge my colleagues to
support my amendment to end these
collusive drug company settlements
and to find additional ways to reduce
the cost of this bill. This proposal
would save billions of dollars and re-
duce consumer costs by billions more.
This is what we said we would do, and
this is what we must do.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize that the rising
health care costs plaguing our health
care system are disproportionately
harming small business in South Da-
kota and across the Nation. Over the
last decade, health care costs have
been rising four times faster than
wages, eating into the profits of small
businesses and the pocketbooks of fam-
ilies. Many small businesses avoid hir-
ing new employees because the cost of
providing benefits is too great, and in
some cases are forced to lay off em-
ployees or drop health care coverage
entirely.

A small business owner in north-
eastern South Dakota shared with me
the impact of rising health care costs
on his business. He cited a strong con-
viction and moral obligation to provide
his employees and their families with
benefits, including quality, affordable
health insurance. Despite his best in-
tentions, rising health care costs are
threatening his ability to maintain
those benefits.

As the employees of this small busi-
ness aged and used more of their health
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benefits, the insurance company stead-
ily raised rates 10 to 20 percent each
year. When the rates were affordable
the small business owner paid the full
cost of premiums, but has since been
forced to shift more and more of the
costs onto his employees. If rates con-
tinue to rise, he is worried he will no
longer be able to afford to offer any

coverage.
And he has concrete cause for con-

cern. Current trends paint a bleak pic-
ture of future health care costs for all
Americans, but they have particular
implications for small businesses. In
2000, employer-sponsored health insur-
ance in the large group market for a
family in South Dakota cost on aver-
age $6,760. In 2006, the same family
health insurance plan cost $9,875. That
is a T2-percent increase in 6 years and,
unless action is taken to alter this
unsustainable course, it is projected
this same coverage will cost $16,971 in
2016. Because they lack bargaining le-
verage, small businesses pay on aver-
age 18 percent more than larger busi-
nesses for the same health insurance.
Despite their best intentions to provide
quality, affordable benefits to their
employees, the unsustainable trends in
our current health care system have al-
ready forced many small businesses to

make tough decisions.
The Senate health care reform bill

addresses the main challenges facing
small businesses—affordability and
choice. The Patient Protection and Af-
fordable Care Act will increase quality,
affordable options in the small group
market. The Small Business Health Op-
tions Program, SHOP, Exchange will
give small businesses the buying power
they need to get better deals and re-
duce administrative burdens. And
small businesses providing health in-
surance to their employees will be eli-
gible for a tax credit to improve afford-
ability. The bill will also end the dis-
criminatory insurance industry prac-
tices in the small group market of
jacking up premiums by up to 200 per-
cent because an employee gets sick or
older, or because the business hired a
woman.

The Senate health reform bill will
give a new measure of security to those
with health insurance and extend this
security to more than 30 million Amer-
icans who are currently uninsured. It
will lower premiums, protect jobs and
benefits, and help small businesses

grow.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, yes-
terday afternoon, a few of my friends
on the other side made some assertions
about congressional history, fiscal pol-
icy, and the role of bipartisan tax relief
for the period of 2001-2006. The speakers
were the distinguished junior Senators
from Vermont, Ohio, and Minnesota.
They are all passionate Members. They
are articulate voices of the progressive,
as they term it, or very liberal wing, as
those of us on this side term it, portion
of the Senate Democratic Caucus.

I respect the passion they bring to
their views. But, as one of them has
said frequently in his early months of
Senate service, we are entitled to our
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opinions, but not entitled to our own
facts. I couldn’t agree more with that
notion. In order to insure an intellectu-
ally honest standard of debate, both
sides need to correct the record when
they feel the other side has misstated
the facts. It is in that spirit that I re-
spond today.

I won’t take this time to debate the
merits of the surtax that they propose
as a substitute revenue raiser in this
bill. That can wait till we debate their
amendment. I am going to focus on
their assertions about recent fiscal his-
tory and the role of bipartisan tax re-
lief.

Before I address the revisionist fiscal
history we heard, I would like to set
the record straight on congressional
history.

It was said yesterday afternoon that
there were 8 years of a George W. Bush
administration and Republican Con-
gress. If the Members making these as-
sertions would go back and check the
records of the Senate, they would find
that during that 8-year period Repub-
licans controlled the Senate when it
was evenly divided for a little over 5
months. For almost half the month of
January 2001, Democrats held the ma-
jority because outgoing Vice President
Gore broke ties. For the balance of the
period from January 20, 2001, through
June 6, 2001, the Senate was evenly di-
vided, but Republicans held because of
Vice President Cheney’s tie breaking
vote.

On June 6, 2001, the Democrats re-
gained the majority when Senator Jef-
fords, previously a Republican, began
caucusing with Senate Democrats. For
the balance of 2001, 2002, and in early
2003, Democrats held the majority.

For two Congresses, half of President
Bush’s term, Republicans held a major-
ity. For the last 2 years of the George
W. Bush Presidency, Democrats con-
trolled both Houses of Congress.

When you add it up, with the excep-
tion of a little over 4 months when the
Senate was equally divided, Democrats
controlled the Senate for about half
the period of the George W. Bush ad-
ministration.

When you hear some of our friends on
the other side debate recent fiscal his-
tory, these basic facts regarding polit-
ical power and accountability are ob-
scured. Perhaps it is their opinion that
Democrats were not exercising major-
ity power during that period, but the
fact is that Democrats controlled the
Senate for almost half the period of the
George W. bush administration.

Now let’s turn to the fiscal history
assertions from my friends on the
other side. The revisionist history basi-
cally boils down to two conclusions:

1. That all of the bipartisan tax relief
enacted during that period was skewed
to the top 1 percent or top two-tenths
of 1 percent of taxpayers; and

2. That all of the ‘‘bad’ fiscal history
of this decade to date is attributable to
the bipartisan tax relief plans.



